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ATTORNEY disciplinary proceeding. Attorney's |icense

suspended.

11 PER CURI AM W review a report and recommendation
filed by Referee John Mirphy recommending the court suspend
Attorney Scott E. Hansen's license to practice law for a period
of six nonths consecutive to his present suspension for failure
to pay Wsconsin bar dues, together wth the inposition of

restitution, costs, and certain conditions on reinstatenent. No
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appeal was filed so this matter is considered pursuant to SCR
22.17(2).1

12 W  accept the referee's findings of fact and
concl usions of |aw W agree that the recommended restitution
is appropriate, together with inposition of costs and certain
conditions on reinstatenent. However, we have concluded that a
suspension of six nmonths s inadequate to address the
seriousness and scope of Attorney Hansen's m sconduct. Hi s
license will be suspended for a period of nine nonths.

13 Attorney Hansen was licensed to practice law in
W sconsin in 1983. In 1995 he received a private reprimand for
m sconduct consisting of failing to perform any work on 58
collection matters for a period of six nonths, failing to
respond to a client's tel ephone and witten inquiries regarding
collection matters, failing to render a full accounting of funds
provided to him by a client, and failing to return a client's
docunents and the unearned portion of the advance on fees upon
termnation of the representation. Private Reprimand of Scott

E. Hansen, 1995-32. In QOctober 2007 Attorney Hansen's |icense

1 SCR 22.17(2) states:

If no appeal is filed tinely, the suprene court
shall review the referee's report; adopt, reject or
nodify the referee's findings and conclusions or
remand the matter to the referee for additional
fi ndi ngs; and determine and inpose appropriate
di sci pli ne. The court, on its own notion, nay order
the parties to file briefs in the matter.



No. 2008AP804- D

was suspended for nonpaynent of bar dues. H's license remains
suspended.

14 On April 1, 2008, the Ofice of Lawer Regulation
(OLR) filed a conplaint against Attorney Hansen alleging 28
counts of msconduct involving four different client matters.
Attorney Hansen clainms a depression disorder contributed to his
m sconduct . The factual allegations contained in the conplaint
were resolved when the referee granted the OLR s notion for a
default judgnment, resulting in a finding of msconduct on all
counts alleged in the OLR conplaint. The parties then briefed
t he question of the appropriate sanction for the m sconduct.

15 The OLR conplaint alleged and the referee found that
in May 2006 R V. retained Attorney Hansen to represent him
regarding an anticipated crimnal sumons. R V. paid an advance
fee of $1, 000. In Novenber 2006, after R V. received the
sutmmons, he tried to contact Attorney Hansen regarding his
initial appearance set for Decenber 28, 2006. After a nunber of
unsuccessful attenpts to make contact with Attorney Hansen, R V.
reached him the second week in Decenber. Attorney Hansen agreed
to make an appearance on Decenber 28, 2006. However, Attorney
Hansen failed to appear for the hearing. The court reschedul ed
the initial appearance to February 1, 2007, and ordered RV. to
obtain new counsel . R V. had no further contact with Attorney
Hansen. RV. filed a grievance with the OLR noting that he had
to withdraw noney fromhis IRAin order to hire a new | awer.

16 Attorney Hansen then failed to respond to OLR s
requests for information regarding this matter. Neither the fee

3
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nor the promsed interest was ever returned. R V. was
eventually reinbursed by the Wsconsin Lawers' Fund for dient
Protection in the amount of $1, 000.

17 The OLR s conplaint alleged and the referee found that
Attorney Hansen conmtted six counts of msconduct in this

matter:

Count One: By failing to take any action on behalf of
[RV.], or otherwise advancing [R V.]'s interests,
including failing to appear at an initial appearance
in a crimnal mtter, Attorney Hansen violated SCR
20:1.3.°2

Count Two: By failing to respond to [RV.]'s tel ephone
calls followng [RV.]'s receipt of a crimnal
surmons, and, in addition, by failing to respond to
[RV.]"s requests for information follow ng Attorney
Hansen's failure to appear at a court hearing,
Attorney Hansen violated fornmer SCR 20:1.4(a).?3

Count Three: By accepting and keeping a $1,000 fee for
representation that he did not conplete, Attorney
Hansen viol ated former SCR 20:1.5(a).*

2 SCR 20:1.3 states that "[a] lawer shall act wth
reasonabl e diligence and pronptness in representing a client."”

3 Former SCR 20:1.4(a) (effective through June 30, 2007)
provi ded as foll ows: "A lawyer shall keep a client reasonably
i nformed about the status of a matter and pronptly conply with
reasonabl e requests for information."

4 Former SCR 20:1.5(a) (effective through June 30, 2007),
provi ded: Fees.

A lawer's fees shall be reasonable. The factors
to be considered in determning the reasonabl eness of
a fee include:

(1) the time and | abor required, the novelty and

difficulty of the questions involved, and the skill
requisite to performthe | egal service properly;

4
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Count Four : By failing to wthdraw from his
representation of [RV.] when a nedical condition
inmpaired his ability to represent [RV.], Attorney
Hansen viol ated SCR 20:1.16(a)(2).°

Count Five: By failing to refund any portion of the
funds advanced to him for representing [RV.] in the
crimnal matter, Attorney Hansen violated former SCR
20:1.16(d).°

(2) the likelihood, if apparent to the client,
that the acceptance of the particular enploynent wll
precl ude ot her enploynment by the | awer;

(3) the fee customarily charged in the locality
for simlar |egal services;

(4) the anount i nvol ved and t he results
obt ai ned;

(5) the tinme limtations inposed by the client
or by the circunstances;

(6) the nature and length of the professional
relationship with the client;

(7) the experience, reputation, and ability of
the |l awer or |awers performng the services; and

(8) whether the fee is fixed or contingent.

® SCR 20:1.16(a)(2) provides as follows: "[Al | awer shal
not represent a client or, where representation has commenced,
shall withdraw from the representation of a client if: . . .
(2) the lawyer's physical or nental condition materially inpair
the lawer's ability to represent the client; "

® Former SCR 20:1.16(d) (effective through June 30, 2007)
st at ed:

Upon termnation of representation, a |awer
shall take steps to the extent reasonably practicable
to protect a client's interests, such as giving
reasonable notice to the client, allowing time for
enpl oynent of other counsel, surrendering papers and
property to which the client is entitled and refunding
any advance paynent of fee that has not been earned or

5
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Count Six: By failing to provide relevant informtion
to QAR in a tinely fashion, and in failing to answer
questions fully in response to OLR s investigation
until ordered to do so by the Suprene Court, and, in
addition, in msrepresenting that within a few days of
July 23, 2007, he would refund [R V.]'s advance
paynment of f ees, Attorney Hansen violated SCR
21.15(4)," SCR 22.03(2),® and SCR 22.03(6),° which are
enforceabl e through SCR 20: 8. 4(f).*°

incurred. The |l awer nay retain papers relating to the
client to the extent permtted by other |aw

" SCR 21.15(4) states:

Every attorney shall cooperate with the office of
| awyer regulation in the investigation, prosecution
and disposition of grievances, conplaints filed wth
or by the director, and petitions for reinstatenent.
An attorney's wlful failure to cooperate with the
office of |lawer regulation constitutes violation of
the rul es of professional conduct for attorneys.

8 SCR 22.03(2) provides as foll ows:

Upon conmencing an investigation, the director

shall notify the respondent of the matter being
investigated unless in the opinion of the director the
investigation of the nmatter requires otherw se. The

respondent shall fully and fairly disclose all facts
and circunstances pertaining to the alleged m sconduct
within 20 days after being served by ordinary mail a
request for a witten response. The director may
allow additional time to respond. Fol | owi ng recei pt
of the response, the director my conduct further
investigation and may conpel the respondent to answer
guesti ons, furni sh docunent s, and pr esent any
i nformati on deened rel evant to the investigation.

® SCR 22.03(6) states:

In the course of the investigation, t he
respondent's wlful failure to provide relevant
information, to answer questions fully, or to furnish
docunents and the respondent's nisrepresentation in a

6
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18 The OLR conplaint also alleged and the referee found
that in January 2006 WG was convicted and incarcerated for
felony crines against a child. WG's stepfather hired Attorney
Hansen to represent WG on appeal and paid Attorney Hansen an
advance fee of $5,000. In March 2006 Attorney Hansen net wth
WG in prison. Followi ng the neeting, Attorney Hansen failed
to file an entry of appearance, failed to secure a requested
transcript, and failed to file any nmotion on behalf of WG
Miultiple attenpts by WG and his stepfather to contact Attorney
Hansen were unsuccessful. After the prison visit Attorney
Hansen had no further contact wth either WG or his
stepfather. The $5,000 has never been returned.

19 WG and his stepfather filed grievances with the OLR
in February 2007. Attorney Hansen failed to respond to the
OLR' s requests for information regarding these matters.
Eventually, he stated that he had "failed to take the
appropriate actions to protect [WG]'s interests in this
appeal, or to return the fee paid to ne." He cited "health
probl ens” as the reason for not properly representing WG  The
OLR conplaint alleged and the referee found that Attorney Hansen

commtted seven counts of m sconduct in this matter:

di scl osure are m sconduct, regardless of the nerits of
the matters asserted in the grievance.

10 SCR 20:8.4(f) states it is professional misconduct for a
|awer to "violate a statute, suprene court rule, suprene court
order or suprene court decision regulating the conduct of
| awyers; "
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Count Seven: By failing to take any action on behalf
of [WG], or otherwise advance [WG]'s interests in
any meaningful manner, including failing to enter an
appearance in a crimnal matter, secure transcripts

or otherw se ensure that post-conviction renedies were
protected, Attorney Hansen violated SCR 20: 1. 3.

Count Eight: By failing to inform [WG and his
stepfather] in any manner regarding Attorney Hansen's
representation of WG, and by failing to respond to
[their] multiple tel ephone calls seeking the status of
Attorney Hansen's post-conviction efforts, Attorney
Hansen viol ated former SCR 20:1.4(a).

Count N ne: By failing to provide any nmeaningful
information to [WG] regarding the post-conviction
appeal process, thereby enabling [WG] to nmake
i nf ormed deci si ons regar di ng At t or ney Hansen' s
representation, including the need to neet certain
deadlines to secure the right to appeal hi s
convi ction, Attorney Hansen viol ated SCR 20: 1. 4(b). !

Count Ten: By accepting a $5,000 fee for
representation that he did not conplete, Attorney
Hansen vi ol ated former SCR 20:1.5(a).

Count El even: By failing to wthdraw from his
representation of [WG] when a nedical condition
inmpaired his ability to represent [WG], Attorney
Hansen vi ol ated SCR 20:1.16(a)(2).

Count Twelve: By failing to refund any portion of the
funds advanced to him for representing [WG] in the
crimnal matter, Attorney Hansen violated former SCR
20: 1. 16(d).

Count  Thirteen: By failing to provide relevant
information to OLR in a tinely fashion, and in failing
to answer questions fully in response to OLR s
investigation until ordered to do so by the Suprene
Court, Attorney Hansen violated SCR 21.15(4), SCR
22.03(2), and SCR 22.03(6), which are enforceable
t hrough SCR 20: 8. 4(f).

1 SCR 20:1.4(b) provides, "A |lawer shall explain a nmatter
to the extent reasonably necessary to permt the client to nmake
i nfornmed deci sions regarding the representation.”
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110 The OLR conplaint alleged and the referee found that
in Novenmber 1990 R P. was convicted of a nunber of serious
felonies, including first-degree intentional hom cide. He was
sentenced to prison. R P. filed a nunber of unsuccessful pro se
nmotions and appeals of his convictions. In August 2005 R P.'s
wfe, Robin P., retained Hansen to represent R P. A fee of
$2,500 was paid to Attorney Hansen.

11 R P. asked Attorney Hansen to order a transcript from
a March 2005 notion hearing. Attorney Hansen did not order the
transcript. Attorney Hansen entered his notice of retainer with
the court of appeals on October 14, 2005, and successfully
obtained a briefing extension. However, he did not ever file
the brief or appendi x. He then failed to comply with the court
of appeals' order to file a brief and m ssed a subsequent filing
deadl i ne inposed by the court of appeals. On January 12, 2006,
one of RP.'s two appeals was dismssed. On the second appeal
Attorney Hansen filed a statenment on transcript but then failed
to file the brief and appendix despite several extensions.
Eventually, in August 2006, R P. asked the court of appeals to
di scharge Attorney Hansen as his attorney and to allow RP. to
proceed pro se. By order dated Septenber 26, 2006, the court
di scharged Attorney Hansen and ordered him to return RP.'s
papers, property, and any fee advance not yet earned by Attorney
Hansen. Attorney Hansen eventually returned the files, although
R P. disputes whether all nmaterials provided to Attorney Hansen
were returned. Attorney Hansen did not return any portion of

t he advance f ee.
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12 Attorney Hansen then failed to respond to OLR s
requests for information regarding his representation of R P.
Finally, on June 26, 2007, Attorney Hansen sent a fax to this
court indicating that a "nedical condition" prevented him from
responding to the OLR requests. Attorney Hansen filed his
response to R P."s conplaints on Septenber 24, 2007. By this
time, the $2,500 had been returned to R P. by paynent from the
W sconsin Lawers' Fund for Cient Protection.

13 The OLR conplaint alleged and the referee found that
Attorney Hansen commtted 10 counts of m sconduct in connection

with this matter:

Count Fourt een: By failing to order a transcript as
requested by [RP.] and by failing to properly and
timely file Statenents on Transcripts, briefs and
appendi ces, and otherwise to conply with the order of
the Court of Appeals, Attorney Hansen violated SCR
20: 1. 3.

Count Fifteen: By failing to keep in contact with his
client, [RP.], and by failing to advise [R P.] of the
multiple orders of the Court of Appeals involving
[RP.]'"s appeals and by failing to advise his client
of his nultiple failures to conply with the orders of
the Court of Appeals, Attorney Hansen violated forner
SCR 20: 1. 4(a).

Count Si xt een: By failing to advise [R P.] of his
medi cal condition insofar as that condition interfered
with his ability to properly represent [RP.]'s |egal
interests, Attorney Hansen vi ol ated SCR 20: 1. 4(b).

Count Sevent een: By accepting and retaining a $2,500
fee for a representation that he did not conplete,
Attorney Hansen violated fornmer SCR 20:1.5(a).

Count Ei ght een: By depositing the $2,500 advance fee
into his business account and not into his trust

10
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account, Att or ney Hansen vi ol at ed for mer SCR
20: 1. 15(b) (4).*?

Count Ni net een: By failing to wthdraw from his
representation when a nedical condition inpaired his
ability to represent [RP.], Attorney Hansen viol ated
former SCR 20:1.16(a)(2).

Count Twenty: By failing to pronptly surrender all
papers and property to which [RP.] was entitled,
Attorney Hansen violated fornmer SCR 20:1.16(d).

Count Twenty-One: By failing to refund any portion of
the funds advanced to him for representing [RP.] in
appellate matters, Attorney Hansen violated fornmer SCR
20:1.16(d).

Count Twent y- Two: By providing false information to
the Court of Appeals regarding the filing of a brief
and appendi x by My 30, 2006, and by providing false
information to the Court of Appeal s regardi ng
conpliance with Court orders regarding the return of
[RP.]'s files and fee, Attorney Hansen violated
former SCR 20:3.3(a)(1).*

Count Twenty-Three: By stating in an e-mail to Robin
P. on Novenber 1, 2006, that Attorney Hansen would
forward work product to [RP.] with a copy of a brief
when, in fact, no work product or brief existed,
Attorney Hansen viol ated SCR 20: 8. 4(c).

12 Former SCR 20:1.15(b)(4) (effective July 1, 2004, through
June 30, 2007) provided as foll ows:

Unearned fees and advanced paynents of fees shall
be held in trust wuntil earned by the |awer, and
W t hdrawn pursuant to SCR 20:1.15(9). Funds advanced
by a client or 3rd party for paynent of costs shall be
held in trust until the costs are incurred.

13 Former SCR 20:3.3(a)(1) (effective through June 30, 2007)
stated a lawer shall not knowingly "nmake a false statenent of
fact or lawto a tribunal; "

14 SCR 20:8.4(c) states it is professional nisconduct for a

| awyer to "engage in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit
or msrepresentation; . . . ."

11
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Count Twenty-Four: By failing on nultiple occasions to
provide relevant information to the OLR in a tinely
fashion and in failing to answer questions fully in
response to OLR s investigation until ordered to do so
by the Suprene Court, Attorney Hansen violated SCR
21.15(4), SCR 22.03(2), and SCR 22.03(6), which are
enf orceabl e through SCR 20: 8. 4(f).

114 The OLR conplaint alleged and the referee found that
on June 6, 2006, Attorney Hansen entered an appearance on behal f
of CE in a crimnal traffic matter. The initial appearance
was handled by the filing of a witten plea of not gquilty.
Attorney Hansen appeared on behalf of CE at the pretrial
conference and appeared for a no-contest plea on Septenber 25,
2006. The matter was set for sentencing on Novenmber 17, 2006.
Attorney Hansen failed to appear at the sentencing hearing. The
matter was reset for January 25, 2007. Attorney Hansen again
failed to appear. Attorney Hansen failed to advise either the
court or his client that he would not be appearing at these
hearings. C. E. requested a new attorney.

15 Attorney Hansen then failed to respond in a tinely
fashion to OLR inquiries. He requested an extension of tine to
respond and did not respond until Septenber 24, 2007, follow ng
an order fromthis court.

116 The OLR alleged and the referee found that Attorney
Hansen engaged in four counts of m sconduct with respect to this

matter:

Count Twenty- Fi ve: By failing to conplete his
representation of [CE], or ot herwi se advance
[C.E.]'s interests in any meaningful manner, including
failing to appear before the court in two natters,
Attorney Hansen violated SCR 20: 1. 3.

12
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Count Twenty-Six: By failing to conmmunicate wth
[C.E.] regarding Attorney Hansen's representation of
[C.E.], Attorney Hansen violated former SCR 20:1.4(a).

Count Twenty-Seven: By failing to wthdraw from his
representation of [C E.] when a nedical condition
inpaired his ability to represent [C. E. ], Attorney
Hansen vi ol ated SCR 20:1.16(a)(2).

Count Twenty-Eight: By failing to provide relevant
information to OLR in a tinely fashion and in failing
to answer questions fully in response to an OLR
request until ordered to do so by the Suprenme Court,
Attorney Hansen violated SCR 21.15(4), SCR 22.03(2),
and SCR 22.03(6), which are enforceable through SCR
20:8.4(f).

117 As noted, the referee considered the appropriate
sanction for Attorney Hansen's m sconduct. The OLR filed a
detailed brief in proceedings before the referee on August 15,
2008. The OLR indicated it considered Attorney Hansen's
depression a mtigating factor, but noted that there was
insufficient nedical evidence submtted in this proceeding to
substantiate the scope of his condition. The OLR observed that
progressive discipline was warranted because of Attorney
Hansen's disciplinary history. It noted that sanctions in other
cases ranged from revocation to a six-nonth suspension for
conpar abl e m sconduct. The OLR noted further that Attorney
Hansen's failure to return unearned fees and his failure to
cooperate wth the OLR were aggravating factors not easily
attributable to depression. The OLR eventually recommended a
one-year suspension of Attorney Hansen's license, citing several
cases in support of this reconmendation. The OLR specifically
cited three cases involving lawers with health or depression

I ssues. See In re D sciplinary Proceedi ngs Agai nst Cavendi sh-

13
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Sosi nski, 2004 W 30, 270 Ws. 2d 200, 676 N.W2d 887; In re
Di sciplinary Proceedings Against Shindell, 2002 W 133, 258

Ws. 2d 63, 654 N W2d 844; In re Disciplinary Proceedings

Agai nst Cotten, 2002 W 112, 256 Ws. 2d 1, 650 N. W2d 551.

118 The OLR explicitly asserted that a six-nonth
suspension seened "inadequate" "given the nultiplicity of
counts, the vulnerability of [Attorney] Hansen's clients and the
need to protect the public from attorneys incapable of providing
conpetent and diligent I|egal representation.” The OLR noted
further that "aggravating factors outweigh mtigating factors”
in this case.

19 In his report, the referee acknow edged that there was
no i ndependent corroboration for Attorney Hansen's claimthat he
has suffered from depression since 1994. Attorney Hansen did
file a letter froma nurse that states that he has had a "major
depressive disorder” for the past "several years."

120 Moreover, the referee stated that he failed to "see
how [Attorney Hansen]'s disorder can explain Attorney Hansen's
attenpts to deceive not only his clients but also the Court of
Appeals and the Ofice of Lawer Regul ation. Nor can | see how
this disorder would prevent Attorney Hansen from returning fees
whi ch he agrees were unearned and which he promsed to return.”

21 The referee then recomended a six-nonth suspension of
Attorney Hansen's |icense describing his depression as "a
partial mtigating factor." The referee also recommended this
court order Attorney Hansen to nake restitution to the Wsconsin
Lawers' Fund for Cient Protection in the anount of $1,000 for

14
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the RV. mtter, $2,500 in the RP. mtter, as well as
restitution in the amount of $5,000 to MH and WG, and $1, 500
to client CE. The referee agreed with the OLR s assertion that
a professional conpetence assessnent should be a "critical
prerequisite" to reinstatenent. The referee rejected Attorney
Hansen's request to select his own consultant to submt this
assessnent, but agreed that Attorney Hansen should be able to
submt an "alternative report” at his own expense. Finally, the
referee rejected Attorney Hansen's request that the fees and
costs of this proceeding be waived. As of COctober 22, 2008, the
costs of this proceeding total $2,412.53.

22 We have carefully considered the record in this mtter
together with the referee's report and recommendation. The
referee's report is thorough, but this court remained concerned
that a six-nmonth suspension is inadequate to address the
extensive m sconduct conmtted in these matters.

123 Accordingly, on Decenber 22, 2008, this court issued
an order directing the parties to explain why a one-year
suspensi on was not nore appropriate discipline in this matter.

124 The OLR submtted a witten response reiterating its
opinion that a one-year suspension is nore appropriate on these
facts. Attorney Hansen filed a pro se witten response asking
this court to defer to the referee's recommendati on. He asserts
that it is significant that the referee, who had the opportunity
to observe the respondent's acceptance of responsibility and
sincerity, recomended a shorter suspension. He rem nds the
court that the COLR did not appeal this recomendation and he

15
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provi des exanples of cases in which the court inposed |ess

stringent sanctions for conparable conduct. See, In re

Di sciplinary Proceedings Against GGuenther, 2005 W 133, 285

Ws. 2d 587, 700 N.W2d 260 (nine-nonth suspension), and In re

Disciplinary Proceedings Against Jones, 2008 W 53, 309

Ws. 2d 585, 749 N W2d 603 (four-nonth suspension). He also
provided the court wth a personal statenment regarding the
proposed discipline in which he expressed sincere renorse for
his m sconduct and its effect upon his clients.

125 After having independently reviewed the record we
adopt the referee's findings of fact. W also agree with the
referee that those factual findings denonstrate that Attorney
Hansen commtted each of the 28 counts of professional
m sconduct alleged in the conplaint. Wth respect to the
discipline to be inposed, we determne the appropriate |evel of
di scipline given the particular facts of each case, independent
of the referee's recomendation, but benefiting fromit. See In

re Disciplinary Proceedi ngs Agai nst Wdule, 2003 W 34, 144, 261

Ws. 2d 45, 660 N W2d 686. After careful consideration of the
report and recommendation, the record in this matter, and the
witten statenments of the parties, we accept the referee's
recomendation regarding restitution, costs, and conditions on
rei nstatenent. However, while we recognize that depression
apparently played a role in Attorney Hansen's m sconduct, we
conclude that a six-nonth suspension is inadequate in |ight of

the pervasive m sconduct that affected four clients. W have

16
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determ ned that a nine-nonth suspension is necessary to address
Attorney Hansen's m sconduct in this matter.

26 IT IS ORDERED that the |icense of Scott E. Hansen to
practice law in Wsconsin is suspended for a period of nine
nmont hs, effective the date of this order.

127 1T IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order Scott E. Hansen shall nmake restitution to the
State Bar of Wsconsin Lawers' Fund for Cient Protection in
the anmpbunt of $1,000 for the RV. matter and in the anount of
$2,500 for the RP. matter, and he shall further make
restitution of $5,000 to MH and WG and $1,500 to C E | f
the restitution is not paid within the tinme specified and absent
a showing to this court of his inability to pay restitution
within that time, the license of Scott E. Hansen to practice |aw
in Wsconsin shall remain suspended until further order of the
court.

28 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Scott E. Hansen shall
undergo a nedical evaluation by a nedical professional selected
by the Ofice of Lawer Regulation and a copy of that eval uation
shall be provided to the Ofice of Lawer Regulation as a
condition for reinstatenent, wth the understanding that Scott
E. Hansen may also submt an evaluation perfornmed by a nedical
prof essional of his choice. If this condition is not net, the
license of Scott E. Hansen to practice law in Wsconsin shall
remai n suspended until further order of this court.

129 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that within 60 days of the date
of this order, Scott E. Hansen shall pay to the Ofice of Lawer

17
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Regul ation the costs of this proceeding. If the costs are not
paid within the tinme specified and absent a showing to this
court of his inability to pay those costs within that tine, the
license of Scott E. Hansen to practice law in Wsconsin shall
remai n suspended until further order of the court.

30 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the restitution to the
State Bar of Wsconsin Lawers' Fund for Client Protection and
the restitution to MH and WG and to CE are to be conpleted
prior to paying costs to the Ofice of Lawer Regul ation.

131 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if he has not already done
so, Scott E. Hansen shall conply with the provisions of SCR
22.26 concerning the duties of a person whose |icense to

practice law in Wsconsin has been suspended.
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